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Abstract: Landscape diversification is a key element for the development of sustainable agriculture.
This study explores whether the implementation of habitats for pest natural enemies enhances
conservation biological control in an adjacent field. In the present study conducted in Gembloux
(Belgium) in 2016, the effect of two different habitats (wildflower strips and a forest) and aphid
abundance on the density of aphid natural enemies, mummified aphids and parasitism on pea
plants was assessed through visual observations. The effect of the habitats on aphids was also
evaluated. The habitats but not aphid density significantly affected hoverfly larvae, which were
more abundant adjacent to wildflower strips than to the forest. The contrary was observed for
ladybeetle adults, which were positively related with aphids but not affected by the adjacent habitats.
The abundance of mummies and the parasitism rate were significantly affected by both the habitats
and aphid density. They were both significantly enhanced adjacent to wildflower strips compared
to the forest, but the total parasitism rate was low (<1%), questioning whether parasitoids could
significantly control aphids on the pea crop. As for the aphids, their abundance was not significantly
affected by the adjacent habitats. These results are discussed with respect to the potential of these
habitats to provide overwintering sites and food resources for natural enemies, and thereby enhance
conservation biological control.
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1. Introduction
The adoption of intensive agricultural practices in Europe has led to a simplification of agricultural
landscapes and an increased use of external inputs, among others insecticides [1]. While crop yield
has generally increased, negative side effects such as detrimental impacts on the environment and
human health [2–4] ask for a transition towards more sustainable food systems [5]. Moreover,
the resistances pests develop to insecticides [6], as well as the ever tighter regulation on their use in
the European Union [7], encourage the development of non-chemically based practices. Among other
strategies [8], conservation biological control (CBC) is the “use of tactics and approaches that involve the
manipulation of the environment (i.e., the habitat) of natural enemies so as to enhance their survival,
and/or physiological and behavioural performance, and resulting in enhanced effectiveness” [9].
Whereas crop fields are often simplified (i.e., sown with a single crop species) and disturbed (i.e., crop
plants are harvested a few months after sowing), semi-natural habitats are diversified—and possibly
permanent—areas able to provide to insects floral food resources, prey for predators and hosts for
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parasitoids, overwintering sites and shelters against disturbances [10]. Their implementation and
management is subsidised in many European countries through agri-environmental policies, in order
to “reduce environmental risks associated with modern farming on the one hand, and preserve nature
and cultivated landscapes on the other hand” [11]. Recently, their potential benefits for CBC have
been reviewed [12]. At the landscape scale, numerous studies have evaluated the potential of habitat
diversity in enhancing CBC, mostly showing that increased landscape complexity enhances natural
enemies and pest reduction (e.g., [13–15], but see [16]). At the local scale, wildflower strips (WFS)
sown at field margins [17] or within fields [18] and hedgerows [19], as well as woodlots [20], adjacent
to fields can also enhance CBC (but see [21]).
Aphids (Hemiptera: Aphididae) are a main pest of crops in temperate climate regions [22].
They can be harmful by sucking plant phloem, producing honeydew and transferring viruses [23].
Their insect natural enemies are predators and parasitoids. Alignier et al. [24] compared how different
natural habitats (i.e., woodlots, grasslands, hedgerows) affect aphids, hoverflies (Diptera: Syrphidae)
and parasitism across various spatial scales in wheat (Triticum aestivum L.) fields. Nevertheless,
few studies to our knowledge have studied the effect of two different habitats surrounding a same field
on the enhancement of CBC. Additionally, pest abundance may be a significant driver in the spread of
natural enemies in fields [25]. By focusing on WFS and a forest, the present study aims at answering
the following questions: (i) Do WFS and forests differently affect the abundance of aphids and their
natural enemies, as well as parasitism, in the adjacent crop? (ii) Does aphid density—compared to
habitats—drive natural enemy spread in fields?
2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Field Setup
This study was conducted at the experimental farm of Gembloux Agro-Bio Tech (University of
Liège), Namur Province of Belgium (50◦34′03” N; 4◦42′27” E). On a surface of 9 ha, five replicated WFS
(125 m × 8 m) were sown on 6 June 2013 at a distance of 27 m from each other (Figure 1). Each WFS
was composed of 17 perennial wildflower species (Table S1, see [26] for more details about the sowing
protocol) and three grass species, commonly found in Belgian grasslands and available on the market
(seeds were obtained from ECOSEM, Belgium). A 5 ha forest was located at its northern side (i.e., the
Escaille natural reserve) (Figure 1). Since their implementation in 2013, the WFS have been mown twice
a year at the end of June and September. Winter pea (Pisum sativum L.) was sown on 15 November
2015. No insecticides or herbicides were used in the whole experimental area.
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Figure 1. Experimental design. 
2.2. Insect Monitoring 
Aphids (both alates and apterous), their insect natural enemies (i.e., ladybeetle adults and larvae 
[Coleoptera: Coccinellidae], hoverfly larvae [Diptera: Syrphidae] and lacewing larvae [Neuroptera: 
Chrysopidae]) as well as mummies (i.e., aphids parasitised by parasitoids [Hymenoptera]) were 
counted every week on pea plants between 9 May 2016 and 13 July 2016 (i.e., 10 weeks). Ten locations 
in the pea field in between WFS and 10 locations along the forest edge were chosen with a distance 
of 25 m between each, marked by a permanent stick. Every week, 20 pea plants were randomly chosen 
at each location to monitor the abundance of aphids, mummies and their natural enemies on the 
plants. Regarding peas in between WFS, the two central crop strips were considered as they presented 
a similar number of WFS on each of their sides. Five locations were chosen in each pea strip (Figure 
1). Rainy days were avoided and no distinction between larval stages was made. 
2.3. Statistical Analyses 
First, Generalised Linear Mixed Models (GLMM, R function ‘glmer’, package ‘lme4’ [27]) with 
Poisson error distribution (log-link function) were fitted to test whether the habitat adjacent to peas 
(i.e., WFS vs. forest) and aphid abundance affected the density of natural enemies and mummies. 
Habitats and aphid abundance were analysed as fixed factors while the observation locations were 
included as random factors (as observations were made over several consecutive weeks at the same 
location) nested into the habitat effect (in order to integrate their dependent relationship, i.e., pseudo-
replications). 
Second, a GLMM with Poisson error distribution was fitted to test whether the habitats adjacent 
to peas affected aphid density. The habitats were considered fixed factors while the observation 
locations nested into the habitat effect were included as random factors.  
However, data overdispersion was found on these GLMMs. Therefore, Generalised Linear 
Models with a negative binomial error distribution were fitted instead (R function ‘glm.nb’, package 
‘MASS’ [28]), as suggested by Ver Hoef and Boveng [29]. The effects of fixed factors were tested using 
likelihood-ratio tests (p < 0.05). 
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2.2. Insect Monitoring
Aphids (both alates and apterous), their insect natural enemies (i.e., ladybeetle adults and larvae
[Coleoptera: Coccinellidae], hoverfly larvae [Diptera: Syrphidae] and lacewing larvae [Neuroptera:
Chrysopidae]) as well as mummies (i.e., aphids parasitised by parasitoids [Hymenoptera]) were
counted every week on pea plants between 9 May 2016 and 13 July 2016 (i.e., 10 weeks). Ten locations
in the pea field in between WFS and 10 locations along the forest edge were chosen with a distance of
25 m between each, marked by a permanent stick. Every week, 20 pea plants were randomly chosen at
each location to monitor the abundance of aphids, mummies and their natural enemies on the plants.
Regarding peas in between WFS, the two central crop strips were considered as they presented a
similar number of WFS on each of their sides. Five locations were chosen in each pea strip (Figure 1).
Rainy days were avoided and no distinction between larval stages was made.
2.3. Statistical Analyses
First, Generalised Linear Mixed Models (GLMM, R function ‘glmer’, package ‘lme4’ [27]) with
Poisson error distribution (log-link function) were fitted to test whether the habitat adjacent to peas (i.e.,
WFS vs. forest) and aphid abundance affected the density of natural enemies and mummies. Habitats
and aphid abundance were analysed as fixed factors while the observation locations were included as
random factors (as observations were made over several consecutive weeks at the same location) nested
into the habitat effect (in order to integrate their dependent relationship, i.e., pseudo-replications).
Second, a GLMM with Poisson error distribution was fitted to test whether the habitats adjacent to
peas affected aphid density. The habitats were considered fixed factors while the observation locations
nested into the habitat effect were included as random factors.
However, data overdispersion was found on these GLMMs. Therefore, Generalised Linear
Models with a negative binomial error distribution were fitted instead (R function ‘glm.nb’, package
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‘MASS’ [28]), as suggested by Ver Hoef and Boveng [29]. The effects of fixed factors were tested using
likelihood-ratio tests (p < 0.05).
Third, a Linear Mixed Model (LMM, R function ‘lmer’, package ‘lmerTest’ [30]) was fitted to test
whether the habitats adjacent to peas and aphid abundance affected the parasitism rate, calculated as
[mummies/(aphids + mummies)] × 100 [31]. The habitats and aphid abundance were analysed as
fixed factors while the observation locations nested into the habitat effect were included as random
factors. Parasitism rate and aphid abundance were log10(x + 1)-transformed prior to the analyses.
The effects of fixed factors were tested using an analysis of variance (ANOVA) (p < 0.05). All the
statistical analyses were performed using R Core Team [32].
3. Results
In total, 8721 aphids, 109 hoverfly larvae, 35 ladybeetle adults and 64 mummies, but no ladybeetle
or lacewing larvae were observed on pea plants. Habitats, but not aphid abundance, significantly
affected hoverfly larvae, which were more abundant adjacent to WFS than to the forest edge (Table 1
and Figure 2a). The opposite was observed for ladybeetle adults, which were positively correlated
with aphids but not affected by the adjacent habitats (Table 1 and Figure 2c). Concerning mummified
aphids, their abundance was significantly affected by both habitats and aphid abundance, since they
increased with the abundance of aphids and were generally more abundant adjacent to WFS than
the forest (Table 1 and Figure 2b). Despite the aphid density on pea plants not being affected by the
habitats (Table 1 and Figure 2d), the parasitism rate was higher adjacent to WFS (Table 2 and Figure 2e),
and was negatively correlated with aphids.
Table 1. Effect of habitats (wildflower strips vs. forest) and aphid abundance, as well as their interaction,
on the abundance of aphid natural enemies and mummified aphids; and effect of habitats on aphid
abundance only. Degrees of freedom (df), χ2-values and p-values of likelihood ratio tests performed
on generalised linear models are given. The effect signs related to aphid effects are retrieved from the
estimates of models when significant. * p < 0.05; *** p < 0.001.
Hoverfly Larvae df χ2 p-Value Effect
Habitat 1 5.01 0.025 *
Aphid 1 1.13 0.288
Habitat: Aphid 1 0.038 0.845
Ladybeetle adults
Habitat 1 0.11 0.744
Aphid 1 11.9 <0.001 *** (+)
Habitat: Aphid 1 0.026 0.871
Mummified
aphids
Habitat 1 4.3 0.038 *
Aphid 1 8.7 0.003 ** (+)
Habitat: Aphid 1 4.47 0.034 *
Aphids
Habitat 1 0.002 0.962
Table 2. Effect of habitats (wildflower strips vs. forest) and aphid abundance, as well as their interaction,
on parasitism rate calculated as [mummies/(mummies + aphids)] × 100. Degrees of freedom (df),
F-values and p-values of ANOVA performed on the linear mixed model are given. The effect sign
related to aphid effect is retrieved from the estimate of the model. * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.
Parasitism Rate df F p-Value Effect
Habitat 1 10.6 0.001 **
Aphid 1 12 <0.001 *** (−)
Habitat: Aphid 1 4.71 0.031 *
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Figure 2. Mean (±SEM) abundance of (a) hoverfly larvae; (b) mummies; (c) ladybeetle adults; (d) 
aphids and (e) parasitism rate (%), through time on pea plants adjacent to wildflower strips 
(continuous line) and the forest edge (dotted line). * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; NS: not significant. 
4. Discussion 
4.1. Aphid Predators 
Among aphid predators, hoverfly larvae but not ladybeetle adults counted on pea plants were 
affected by the type of adjacent habitats, being more abundant adjacent to WFS. The present results 
confirm previous observations that WFS sown within fields significantly enhance the presence of 
Figure 2. Mean (±SEM) abundance of (a) hoverfly larvae; (b) mummies; (c) ladybeetle adults;
(d) aphids and (e) parasitism rate (%), through time on pea plants adjacent to wildflower strips
(continuous line) and the forest edge (dotted line). * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; NS: not significant.
4. Discussion
4.1. Aphid Predators
Among aphid predators, hoverfly larvae but not ladybeetle adults counted on pea plants were
affected by the type of adjacent habitats, being more abundant adjacent to WFS. The present results
confirm previous observations that WFS sown within fields significantly enhance the presence of
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aphidophagous hoverflies [18]. Alignier et al. [24] previously reported that fields (i.e., wheat fields in
this case) bordered by woodlots are colonised early by aphidophagous hoverfly larvae, suggesting
like Sarthou et al. [33] that hoverflies use woodlots for overwintering. Thus, despite a potential
overwintering of hoverflies in the forest, hoverflies were attracted early by the flower strips. Moreover,
the non-significant relation between hoverfly larvae and aphid abundances shows that WFS, more than
the presence of prey, determined the distribution of hoverfly larvae. Hoverfly adults feed exclusively
on floral nectar and pollen, providing them energy and proteins that are essential for their longevity
and reproduction, respectively [34]. The search for aphids by adults for laying their eggs is a second
step [35], which is not the case for ladybeetles, whose adults and larvae can feed on both flowers
and prey [34]. In the present study, prey more than habitats have affected ladybeetle distribution.
According to Lundgren [36], floral resources can be essential for ladybeetles when prey are scarce;
however, in the present case aphids were abundant (on average: 249 aphids for one ladybeetle), which
can explain why flowers did not significantly attract ladybeetles.
4.2. Aphid Parasitism
The abundance of mummies and parasitism rate were significantly affected by both habitats
adjacent to the peas and aphid density. While an increased density of aphids was related to an
increased number of mummies (Table 1), it did not lead to an increased parasitism rate (Table 2).
This suggests that aphid density rose more quickly than the number of mummies; consequently,
parasitoids were not able to stop aphid development. This finding follows Thies et al. [16], who
suggested that parasitoids would be able to control aphids only in a situation of low aphid density,
which was not the case here. Figure 2b shows that mummies were more numerous adjacent to the
forest edge compared to WFS in May, while the contrary was observed from June. One explanation is
that aphids were slightly more abundant adjacent to the forest edge in May (Figure 2d), which could
have attracted the parasitoids (the number of mummies was generally positively correlated with aphid
density, Table 1). Another reason is that parasitoids may have overwintered in the forest rather than
in the WFS. For Thies et al. [16], any permanent habitat could be used as an overwintering site by
parasitoids; however, according to Sarthou et al. [37] parasitoids preferentially overwinter in grassy
strips rather than forests. Nevertheless, in the present experiment, WFS were mown the previous
autumn (i.e., September, see Materials and Methods), leading to a less diverse habitat than that of
the Escaille natural reserve. A botanical survey conducted in the natural reserve reported a diversity
of plant species which were not mown before winter [38]. The significantly higher parasitism rate,
and the higher abundance of mummies from June, in the crop adjacent to WFS, however, indicate that
once grown and blooming, flowers can strongly attract parasitoids. Indeed, floral nectar is an essential
energy resource for parasitoids [39]. Previous studies measuring aphid parasitism adjacent to grassy
habitats reported non-significant effects [17,24] while a negative effect of woodlots was found [24].
In the present study, while a high diversity of flowering species was found in the forested reserve [38],
their probable relatively lower density, compared to sown WFS, may explain the lower parasitism at
its edge in summer.
4.3. Perspectives
As aphid abundance was not affected by the adjacent habitat (Table 1), no difference in effect on
enhancing pest control was shown between WFS and the forest. However, the present results indicate
that flowering habitats such as WFS can support hoverflies and enhance the parasitism rate, while
permanently vegetated ones, such as a forest, may offer overwintering sites to parasitoids, potentially
allowing early aphid parasitism in the adjacent crop. Therefore, these two types of habitats show
potential synergies that may benefit natural enemies when implemented close to one another.
As the study was conducted over a single season in one pea field, the preliminary results
obtained here should not be generalized and further research is required to confirm them. In addition,
conducting the study over multiple years and multiplying the experimental sites would also allow
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avoiding pseudo-replications within the treatments. Regarding insects, considering adults of hoverflies
and parasitoids through insect trapping would help specify the behaviour of aphid natural enemies in
the pea field.
Finally for reducing pest density, combining the implementation of semi-natural habitats for
natural enemies (top-down control), with within field practices that increase crop diversity, such as
inter- or cover-cropping (bottom-up control), should be considered [40,41]. Indeed, diversified
cropping systems may complicate the ability of pests to find and establish on their host plants,
in the end limiting their development [42]. The present observations may encourage considering
several permanent natural habitats within fields and at margins for potentially enhancing synergies to
support natural enemies in agricultural landscapes.
Supplementary Materials: The following are available online at www.mdpi.com/2075-4450/8/3/99/s1. Table S1.
Perennial flowering and grassy species sown in each wildflower strip in 2013.
Acknowledgments: The authors thank the technical support provided by the Experimental Farm of Gembloux
Agro-Bio Tech (University of Liège), and Dieudonné Ntakirutimana for participating in insect monitoring.
Séverin Hatt and more generally this research was funded by the Cellule d’Appui à la Recherche et à
l’Enseignement (CARE) AgricultureIsLife (University of Liège), Thomas Lopes received a PhD grant from
FRIA-FNRS (Fonds pour la Recherche en Industrie et Agronomie).
Author Contributions: Séverin Hatt, Pierre Mouchon, Thomas Lopes and Frédéric Francis conceived and
designed the experiments; Pierre Mouchon and Thomas Lopes conducted the experiment; Séverin Hatt analyzed
the data and wrote the paper.
Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.
References
1. Robinson, R.A.; Sutherland, W.J. Post-war changes in arable farming and biodiversity in Great Britain.
J. Appl. Ecol. 2002, 39, 157–176. [CrossRef]
2. Baldi, I.; Cordier, S.; Coumoul, X.; Elbaz, A.; Gamet-Payrastre, L.; Le Bailly, P.; Multigner, L.; Rahmani, R.;
Spinosi, J.; Van Maele-Fabry, G. Pesticides: Effets Sur la Santé; INSERM, Institut national de la santé et de la
Recherche Médicale: Paris, France, 2013; ISBN 978-2-85598-905-1.
3. Devine, G.J.; Furlong, M.J. Insecticide use: Contexts and ecological consequences. Agric. Hum. Values 2007,
24, 281–306. [CrossRef]
4. Krebs, J.R.; Wilson, J.D.; Bradbury, R.B.; Siriwardena, G.M. The second Silent Spring? Nature 1999, 400,
611–612. [CrossRef]
5. Hatt, S.; Artru, S.; Brédart, D.; Lassois, L.; Francis, F.; Haubruge, E.; Garré, S.; Stassart, P.M.; Dufrêne, M.;
Monty, A.; Boeraeve, F. Towards sustainable food systems: The position of agroecology and how it questions
current research practices (Review). Biotechnol. Agron. Soc. Environ. 2016, 20, 215–224.
6. Foster, S.P.; Devine, G.J.; Devonshire, A.L. Insecticide resistance. In Aphids as Crop Pests; Van Emden, H.F.,
Harrington, R., Eds.; CABI: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2007; pp. 261–286.
7. Skevas, T.; Lansink, A.O.; Stefanou, S.E. Designing the emerging EU pesticide policy: A literature review.
Wagening. J. Life Sci. 2013, 64–65, 95–103. [CrossRef]
8. Zehnder, G.; Gurr, G.M.; Kühne, S.; Wade, M.R.; Wratten, S.D.; Wyss, E. Arthropod pest management in
organic crops. Annu. Rev. Entomol. 2007, 52, 57–80. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
9. Barbosa, P.A. Conservation Biological Control; Academic Press: San Diego, CA, USA, 1998; ISBN 978-0-08-052980-6.
10. Landis, D.A.; Wratten, S.D.; Gurr, G.M. Habitat management to conserve natural enemies of arthropod pests
in agriculture. Annu. Rev. Entomol. 2000, 45, 175–201. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
11. European Commission. Agri-Environment Measures. Overview on General Principles, Types of Measures and
Application; European Commission, Directorate General for Agriculture and Rural Development: Brussels,
Belgium, 2005; p. 24.
12. Holland, J.M.; Bianchi, F.J.; Entling, M.H.; Moonen, A.C.; Smith, B.M.; Jeanneret, P. Structure, function and
management of semi-natural habitats for conservation biological control: A review of European studies.
Pest Manag. Sci. 2016, 72, 1638–1651. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Insects 2017, 8, 99 8 of 9
13. Balzan, M.V.; Bocci, G.; Moonen, A.-C. Landscape complexity and field margin vegetation diversity enhance
natural enemies and reduce herbivory by Lepidoptera pests on tomato crop. BioControl 2016, 61, 141–154.
[CrossRef]
14. Martin, E.A.; Seo, B.; Park, C.-R.; Reineking, B.; Steffan-Dewenter, I. Scale-dependent effects of landscape
composition and configuration on natural enemy diversity, crop herbivory, and yields. Ecol. Appl. 2016, 26,
448–462. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
15. Rusch, A.; Chaplin-Kramer, R.; Gardiner, M.M.; Hawro, V.; Holland, J.M.; Landis, D.A.; Thies, C.;
Tscharntke, T.; Weisser, W.W.; Winqvist, C.; et al. Agricultural landscape simplification reduces natural pest
control: A quantitative synthesis. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 2016, 221, 198–204. [CrossRef]
16. Thies, C.; Roschewitz, I.; Tscharntke, T. The landscape context of cereal aphid-parasitoid interactions. Proc. R.
Soc. B 2005, 272, 203–210. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
17. Tschumi, M.; Albrecht, M.; Collatz, J.; Dubsky, V.; Entling, M.H.; Najar-Rodriguez, A.J.; Jacot, K. Tailored
flower strips promote natural enemy biodiversity and pest control in potato crops. J. Appl. Ecol. 2016, 53,
1169–1176. [CrossRef]
18. Hatt, S.; Lopes, T.; Boeraeve, F.; Chen, J.; Francis, F. Pest regulation and support of natural enemies in
agriculture: Experimental evidence of within field wildflower strips. Ecol. Eng. 2017, 98, 240–245. [CrossRef]
19. Morandin, L.A.; Long, R.F.; Kremen, C. Hedgerows enhance beneficial insects on adjacent tomato fields in
an intensive agricultural landscape. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 2014, 189, 164–170. [CrossRef]
20. Bianchi, F.J.J.A.; Goedhart, P.W.; Baveco, J.M. Enhanced pest control in cabbage crops near forest in
The Netherlands. Landsc. Ecol. 2008, 23, 595–602. [CrossRef]
21. Tscharntke, T.; Karp, D.S.; Chaplin-Kramer, R.; Batáry, P.; DeClerck, F.; Gratton, C.; Hunt, L.; Ives, A.R.;
Jonsson, M.; Larsen, A.; et al. When natural habitat fails to enhance biological pest control—Five hypotheses.
Biol. Conserv. 2016, 204, 449–458. [CrossRef]
22. Van Emden, H.F.; Harrington, R. (Eds.) Aphids as Crop Pests; CABI: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2007.
23. Katis, N.I.; Tsitsipis, J.A.; Stevens, M.H.H.; Powell, G. Transmission of plant viruses. In Aphids as Crop Pests;
Van Emden, H.F., Harrington, R., Eds.; CABI: Cambridge, MA, USA, 2007; pp. 353–390.
24. Alignier, A.; Raymond, L.; Deconchat, M.; Menozzi, P.; Monteil, C.; Sarthou, J.P.; Vialatte, A.; Ouin, A.
The effect of semi-natural habitats on aphids and their natural enemies across spatial and temporal scales.
Biol. Control 2014, 77, 76–82. [CrossRef]
25. Schellhorn, N.; Bianchi, F.J.J.A.; Hsu, C.L. Movement of entomophagous arthropods in agricultural
landscapes: Links to pest suppression. Annu. Rev. Entomol. 2014, 59, 559–581. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
26. Uyttenbroeck, R.; Hatt, S.; Piqueray, J.; Paul, A.; Bodson, B.; Francis, F.; Monty, A. Creating perennial flower
strips: Think functional! Agric. Agric. Sci. Procedia 2015, 6, 95–101. [CrossRef]
27. Bates, D.; Maechler, M.; Bolker, B.; Walker, S. lme4: Linear mixed-effects models using Eigen and S4.
R Package Version 2014, 1, 1–23.
28. Venables, W.N.; Ripley, B.D. Modern Applied Statistics with S, 4th ed.; Springer: New York, NY, USA, 2002.
29. Ver Hoef, J.M.; Boveng, P.L. Quasi-Poisson vs. Negative binomial regression: How should we model
overdispersed count data? Ecology 2007, 88, 2766–2772. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
30. Kuznetsova, A.; Brockhoff, P.B.; Christensen, R.H.B. Lmer Test: Tests in Linear Mixed Effects Models.
Available online: https://rdrr.io/cran/lmerTest/man/lmer.html (accessed on 8 September 2016).
31. Xu, Q.; Hatt, S.; Lopes, T.; Yong, Z.; Bodson, B.; Chen, J.; Francis, F. A push-pull strategy to control aphids
combines intercropping with semiochemical releases. J. Pest Sci. 2017, in press. [CrossRef]
32. R Core Team. R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing; R Foundation for Statistical Computing:
Vienna, Austria, 2013.
33. Sarthou, J.-P.; Ouin, A.; Arrignon, F.; Barreau, G.; Bouyjou, B. Landscape parameters explain the distribution
and abundance of Episyrphus balteatus (Diptera: Syrphidae). Eur. J. Entomol. 2005, 102, 539–545. [CrossRef]
34. Wäckers, F.L.; Van Rijn, P.C.J. Pick and mix: Selecting flowering plants to meet the requirements of target
biological control insects. In Biodiversity and Insect Pests: Key Issues for Sustainable Management; Gurr, G.M.,
Wratten, S.D., Snyder, W.E., Read, D.M.Y., Eds.; John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.: Chichester, UK, 2012; pp. 139–165.
35. Almohamad, R.; Verheggen, F.; Haubruge, É. Searching and oviposition behavior of aphidophagous
hoverflies (Diptera: Syrphidae): A review. Biotechnol. Agron. Soc. Environ. 2009, 13, 467–481.
36. Lundgren, J.G. Nutritional aspects of non-prey foods in the life histories of predaceous Coccinellidae.
Biol. Control 2009, 51, 294–305. [CrossRef]
Insects 2017, 8, 99 9 of 9
37. Sarthou, J.-P.; Badoz, A.; Vaissière, B.; Chevallier, A.; Rusch, A. Local more than landscape parameters
structure natural enemycommunities during their overwintering in semi-natural habitats. Agric. Ecosyst.
Environ. 2014, 194, 17–28. [CrossRef]
38. Ville de Gembloux Relevés Faunistiques et Floristiques de la Réserve de L’écaille à Gembloux.
Available online: http://www.gembloux.be/ma-commune/services-communaux/environnement/
plan-communal-de-developpement-de-la-nature/le-reseau-ecologique-gembloutois/les-50-fiches-
descriptives-du-patrimoine-naturel/site-9.pdf/view (accessed on 2 November 2016).
39. Jervis, M.A.; Kidd, N.A.C.; Fitton, M.G.; Huddleston, T.; Dawah, H.A. Flower-visiting by Hymenopteran
parasitoids. J. Nat. Hist. 1993, 27, 67–105. [CrossRef]
40. Lopes, T.; Hatt, S.; Xu, Q.; Chen, J.; Liu, Y.; Francis, F. Wheat (Triticum aestivum L.)-based intercropping
systems for biological pest control: A review. Pest Manag. Sci. 2016, 72, 2193–2202. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
41. Malézieux, E.; Crozat, Y.; Dupraz, C.; Laurans, M.; Makowski, D.; Ozier-Lafontaine, H.; Rapidel, B.;
De Tourdonnet, S.; Valantin-Morison, M. Mixing plant species in cropping systems: Concepts, tools and
models. Agron. Sustain. Dev. 2009, 29, 43–62. [CrossRef]
42. Poveda, K.; Gómez, M.I.; Martínez, E. Diversification practices: Their effect on pest regulation and production.
Rev. Colomb. Entomol. 2008, 34, 131–144.
© 2017 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
